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issue of the newspaper which contained the alleged libel,
jLJs usually sufficient for the defendants to answer that a
considerable number of copies of that issue were printed
and published (d). But there may be circumstances in
which the defendants would be required to answer the
interrogatory more definitely, for instance, " if in such a
case it could be showu that the place where the news-
paper circulated was obscure, and nothing would be
known as to the extent of its circulation, it might be that
such an interrogatory would be proper " (e).

Where the defendant has in pursuance of Ord. XXXVL,
Eule 37, furnished particulars to the plaintiff of matters
as to which he intends to give evidence in mitigation of
damages, he is entitled to administer interrogatories to
the plaintiff as to the matters referred to (/). So, too,
where it is an issue in the case whether the occasion is
privileged, interrogatories are admissible for the purpose
of proving or disproving that the defendant has been
actuated by malice (g\

3. That it is fishing.

Interrogatories administered by a party "in order that
he may find out something of which he knows nothing
now, which might enable him to make a case of which he
has no knowledge at present, . . . come within the de-
scription of fishing interrogatories, and on that ground
cannot be allowed " (Ji).

Thus, in an action for slander, where the plaintiff was
accused of using blasphemous words, it was held that he
need not answer interrogatories directed to prove that, if
he had not used the exact words alleged, he had in fact
used language of much the same nature (i).

(d)  Wliittaker v. Scarborough Post Newspaper Co. (1896), 2 Q. B. 148;
overruling on this point Parnell v. Walter (1890), 24 Q. B. B. 441.

(e)  Ibid, per Lord Esher, M. E., at p. 150.
(/) Scaife v. Kemp (1892), 2 Q. B. 319.

(0) Cooper v. Blackmore (1886), 2 Times L. B. 746; Martin and Wife v.
Trustees of the British Museum and Thompson, (1893), 10 Times L. B. 215.

(h) Per Lord Esker, M. B., iii Bennessy v. Wright (1888), L. K. 24
Q. B. D. at p. 448.

(0 Panlthurst v. Hamilton (1886), 2 Times L. K. 682.